The reviewer does not understand the need for this review. Did the authors expect the the statistical tools used in identifying variables associated with frequent ED use (or predicting the risk of becoming a frequent user) be different from those used for other types of outcome. Without looking at conclusions from this review, the reviewer could predict that chi-square test and logistic regression would be the most frequently used statistical tools.The review does not add any new knowledge to the current literature.
Line 95. The authors write "A reference search yielded five relevant articles." I assume they are referring to the references of the 80 articles yield the additional five articles. Please clarify. Table 1 is an excellent summary.
It seems to me that the authors need to do more with the discussion section. The review of studies, while very well done, needs more in the discussion so that we can understand why it matters. The authors make the statement in lines 173-178 about mixing statistical tools for better learning. While I don't necessarily agree or disagree, I think it should be backed up or explained more. Is this a hunch or is there more behind it?
The authors discuss that machine learning is often a "black box" approach-it works but no one knows why (lines 187-190) . Being curious, I want to know why, so I am skeptical of these. Can the authors address this issue? Also, I would like to see the authors address in the discussion section the application of models for frequent ED use. What tools can or would be best to incorporate in some automated fashion into health systems or insurers IT tools? I expected before reading the article that the authors would indicate what were the most effective from all of the tools used to predicted frequent ED use. They seem to favor machine learning and quantile regression. Can you be more clear?
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE

Reviewer 1
Comment: The reviewer does not understand the need for this review. Did the authors expect the statistical tools used in identifying variables associated with frequent ED use (or predicting the risk of becoming a frequent user) be different from those used for other types of outcome. Without looking at conclusions from this review, the reviewer could predict that chi-square test and logistic regression would be the most frequently used statistical tools. The review does not add any new knowledge to the current literature.
Response: Chi square test and logistic regression are statistical tools widely used in the literature, not only for frequent emergency department users. Though this statement would be a good guess, it was still relevant to document it with rigorous evidence. A scoping review is a thorough study defined by a rigorous methodology. Furthermore, this type of review allows synthetizing research evidence in order to identify the extent, range, and gaps in the research. Though we agree that our primary result may be intuitive, we are also convinced of the relevance of the study.
Reviewer 2
Comment: The objective of this study was to provide an overview of the statistical tools used in analyses of frequent ED users. I commend the authors for a thorough, well-researched, wellexecuted, well-written study. While self-serving, I was pleased that my own study of frequent ED users made the cut for inclusion. Of course, I have some comments that I hope will be helpful to the authors.
instance, quantile regression is more adapted to studying a continuous dependent variable that exhibits heterogeneous relationships with the independent variables. Regarding machine learning tools, they require large datasets but can predict accurately any type of outcome. Health data are becoming more diverse and available, thus we believe that machine learning are adequate for those types of data. Our key message in the discussion is that some statistical tools can be more effective than others depending on the objective, but mixing them may be more appropriate than relying on only one.
